To better understand the graduate student viewpoint on quality of preparation provided by graduate programs in terms of the internship application process, the current study surveyed students enrolled in member programs of the Council of University Directors of Clinical Psychology (CUDCP). Six hundred seventy-four students completed a questionnaire designed to assess perceptions regarding preparation for the internship application process, relative prioritization of individual application components, and faculty behaviors that contribute to student anxiety related to the application process. Results demonstrated that student subgroups based on internship status (i.e., those who have not yet applied, current applicants, and current interns) significantly differed on many issues related to internship preparation. The findings suggest that graduate programs are not placing enough emphasis on the conveying of internship-related information early in a student's training. Furthermore, the findings highlight training techniques and faculty behaviors that can be adopted by programs to increase preparedness and reduce anxiety among applicants.
students to apply for internship and travel to on-site interviews is, on average, approximately $1,700 (Albin, Adams, Walker, & Elwood, 2000) . If students are unsuccessful in the Match, not only will they have expenses associated with applying and interviewing again, but they will also have to pay an additional year of tuition in order to stay enrolled within their current doctoral program. Unmatched students will also experience the loss of a year's potential income, as well as demoralization and emotional distress from failing and having to repeat the application process. That the mean age for new doctorates in psychology (including both PhDs and PsyDs) is around 35 years old (Finno, Salazar, Frincke, Pate, & Kohout, 2006) and that it takes many years of hard work to earn a degree, makes these unplanned delays and additional costs all the more significant.
Given the growing Match imbalance as well as the negative consequences associated with failing to secure an internship, students experience significant psychological stress and anxiety when preparing for and applying to internship. This anxiety is attributable, in part, to the financial toll of applying to internship and the fact that there are not enough slots for the number of candidates. In addition, many interns relocate for their internship and are away from mentors, family, and friends, resulting in interpersonal stress (see Thorp, O'Donohue, & Gregg, 2005, for review) . Despite the serious supply and demand problem and the increasing number of unmatched applicants as well as the negative consequences of this imbalance on students in terms of finances, psychological wellbeing, and interpersonal relationships, internship remains a degree requirement, a required predoctoral experience to maintain program accreditation, and an important training experience.
As stated in the Stairway Model (Collins, Callahan, & Klonoff, 2007) , one goal of a clinically based doctoral program is to adequately prepare students for their internship year through advancing levels of training and mentorship that build upon a previous foundation. It remains unclear, however, whether students believe they are receiving adequate training and mentorship to prepare them for internship. Student perceptions are valuable for a variety of reasons including (1) the internship application and Match process directly affects them in terms of their finances, emotional well-being, training, and career and, therefore, they have a vested interest in ensuring that graduate programs are providing students with the best possible preparation; (2) students have unique insight into the process given that they themselves go through it; (3) students are in a unique position to highlight specific actions graduate program training directors can take in order to reduce their anxiety and improve their sense of internship preparedness; (4) to date, there are several existing studies examining the perceptions of graduate program and internship training directors (e.g., Ko & Rodolfa, 2005; Rodolfa et al., 1999; Stedman, 1997; Tipton, Watkins, & Ritz, 1991) but only a small number of published reports examining internship-related issues from the perspective of graduate students (e.g., Albin et al., 2000; Madson, Hasan, Williams-Nickelson, Kettman, & Van Sickle, 2007) ; (5) considering the perspectives of graduate students in addition to those of graduate program and internship training directors allows for a comprehensive approach to addressing these perplexing issues; and (6) although the perspectives of graduate program and internship training directors are clearly very important, in some cases they may not reflect the current status of the internship application and Match process given that these evolve over time.
In an attempt to answer this question regarding whether students feel that their programs adequately prepare them for internship, Madson, Aten, and Leach (2007) surveyed students enrolled in diverse types of degree programs (i.e., clinical, counseling, school, and combined-integrated programs) regarding their training experiences and the internship application process. Findings demonstrated that the majority of applicants believed that their graduate program prepared them well for the more general aspects of the internship application process (e.g., providing high quality information about the process) but provided inadequate training for some of the more nuanced or specific aspects of the process (e.g., essay writing, CV development, and interview preparation).
The study by Madson, Aten, and Leach (2007) left many questions unanswered including whether there are differences in student perceptions across levels of training (e.g., current interns vs. current applicants). Such differences across student subgroups could be linked to a variety of factors including anxiety of those currently applying; the experience of matching and being on internship might influence students' perspective on what matters; naiveté of students who have not yet been through the application process; and changes in the graduate program's offering of internship preparation information and training over time. If such differences exist, failing to assess these groups separately will not yield an accurate or comprehensive representation of student perceptions.
Furthermore, the existing studies that examined internship-related issues from the graduate student perspective have each narrowly focused on single topics: the supply and demand issue (Madson, Hasan, et al., 2007) and the internship application and selection process (Albin et al., 2000) . Further, these studies have taken a qualitative rather than quantitative approach and sampled only a handful of students. As a result of the abovementioned concerns, the primary aim of the current study was to examine clinical psychology doctoral students' perceptions of how well their graduate programs have prepared them for the internship application process, degree of anxiety related to this process, and faculty behaviors that influence student anxiety. An additional aim was to assess for differences in perceptions among students who were currently on internship, those who were in the application process, and those who have not yet begun the process. With a growing discrepancy between the number of internship positions and the number of applicants, we aimed to highlight areas where faculty can be effective in improving the training they offer related to internship preparedness.
Method Participants
The current study sampled clinical psychology graduate students enrolled in member programs of the Council of University Directors of Clinical Psychology (CUDCP). CUDCP's purpose is "to promote the advancement of graduate education in Clinical Psychology that produces psychologists who are educated and trained to generate and integrate scientific and professional knowledge and skills so as to further psychological science, the professional practice of psychology, and human welfare." Membership in CUDCP is for "regionally accredited universities offering scientist-practitioner programs at the doctoral level in Clinical Psychology" (CUDCP, 1995) . At the time of data collection, CUDCP was composed of 167 clinical psychology training programs that adhere to the scientist-practitioner model. The CUDCP programs were used as the recruitment source because this organization is concerned with training-related issues in the field of clinical psychology and has an established method for electronically surveying students.
Participants were 674 students (81.5% female) whose modal age was 27 years (range ϭ 22 to 54). Participants self-identified their race as White (83.2%), Hispanic/Latino (4.6%), Asian/ Asian American (4.3%), African American or Black (3.0%), Biracial (1.9%), Native American (0.3%), Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander (0.1%), or Other (2.2%). The majority of students reported that their highest degree expected was a PhD (91.8%), whereas others expected to earn a PsyD (4.5%), Masters degree (2.7%), or other degree (Ͻ1.0%). Students reported that they were enrolled in their respective programs for 1-2 years (24.9%), 3-4 years (36.6%), 5-6 years (32.4%), or 7-9 years (6.1%). Respondents represented programs in 39 states, the District of Columbia, and three Canadian provinces.
To assess differences between students, participants were asked to state their experiences with the internship process. Three hundred ninety-five students reported that they had not yet applied for internship, 161 reported that they were currently applying to internship at the time they responded to the survey, 114 reported that they were currently on or had previously been on internship, and four did not specify whether they had applied to or been on internship. Of those students you had currently on or had previously been on internship seven individuals reported not matching on Match Day. Six of these individuals went through the Clearinghouse whereas one student reported applying "directly to a program associated with my school that did not go through the match process." All students reported going on internship the first year they applied.
Procedure
Of the 167 CUDCP member programs, 109 had identified student liaisons who served as contact individuals regarding dissemination of survey-related materials. If no student liaison had been identified for a program, the Director of Clinical Training (DCT) served as the contact individual. The authors contacted student liaisons (or DCTs) via email in the fall of 2008 and requested that the liaisons distribute an email containing information regarding the online survey to the students in their respective programs. Seven hundred and 99 students consented to participate in the study. Out of the original sample, however, 125 students had a substantial amount of missing data. As a result, data from 674 students (84.4% of students who began the survey) were used in the final statistical analyses. All survey responses were collected using SurveyMonkey online survey software (Portland, OR) and analyzed using SPSS.
Measure
For the purpose of the present study, a measure was developed that included questions asking about demographics, program faculty and theoretical orientation, ideal employment after graduate school, preparation for the internship application and interview process, and internship supply and demand issues. Items designed to assess preparation for the internship application and interview process were adapted from the Preparation for Applying to Internship Survey (PAIS; Madson, Aten, et al., 2007) . Based on the distinction discussed by Madson, Aten, and Leach, each item was classified as either a general aspect or specific task related to the internship application and interview process. Items assessing general aspects asked students to rate (on a 5-point Likert-type scale with anchors of 1 ϭ strongly disagree and 5 ϭ strongly agree) whether their graduate program does a good job of discussing preparation for internship upon beginning graduate school, providing quality information about internship, discussing application process in detail during the fall semester when the student applied (reference to the timing of the presentation of information), encouraging students to visit the APPIC Web site early in their graduate career, discussing the Match process, informing students about internship resources (e.g., American Psychological Association of Graduate Students [APAGS] Workbook), and discussing how to obtain letters of recommendation.
Using the same 5-point Likert-type scale, students were asked to rate their graduate programs in terms of how well they prepared them for more specific aspects of the internship application and interview process. Specifically, students were asked to rate their programs in terms of whether they did a good job of discussing how to complete the uniform application, discussing essay writing strategies, helping develop a curriculum vitae, providing guidance in calculating practicum hours, providing feedback on application, discussing the different between APPIC and American Psychological Association (APA) accreditation, discussing the Clearinghouse, helping students prepare for interviews, and providing information about the trends involved in the internship application process.
Open-ended items were also included to assess which faculty behaviors increase anxiety surrounding internship/Match issues and what faculty can do to ease students' worry. To analyze the two open-ended questions, we first examined responses to each question and looked for common themes in the answers to create the coding categories. Once categories were created, each response was evaluated to see if it contained information that fit the generated codes. As participants could freely respond, many referenced multiple categories, and each category that was mentioned was coded as present. Two coders (JCV and KJB) independently rated 20% of the responses to establish reliability of coding. Reliability was adequate; Cohen's kappa was above .70 for all items. Analyses were then performed on the primary coder's (JCV) codes.
Finally, students who had not yet been on internship were asked to rank the order in which they believe internship directors (in general) prioritize the following parts of their application: (1) number of clinical hours; (2) quality of essays; (3) quality of recommendation letters; (4) research experience/CV; (5) status of dissertation; (6) teaching; and (7) in-person interview. We asked the same question of current interns, but asked them to rank the priority of their internship director.
Results

Preparation for the Internship Application and Interview Process
Participants were asked to rate how well their respective graduate programs prepare them for the internship application and interview process. Means and standard deviations for the entire sample and for student subgroups broken down by internship status are shown in Table 1 . Sample size for each item differs as a result of missing data and students selecting the Not Applicable response option. In general, students reported that their graduate programs did a fair to good job of preparing them for the internship interview and application process.
A series of univariate analyses of variance (ANOVAs) using an ␣-value corrected for multiple comparisons (.05/16 ϭ 0.003) demonstrated that the student subgroups based on internship status significantly differed on 5 out of 7 of the general aspects and 5 out of 9 of the specific tasks (see Table 1 ). All significant ANOVAs were followed up with Tukey post hoc comparisons using the same ␣-value that was used in the univariate ANOVAs (i.e., 0.003). Regarding the general aspects, the groups differed on discussing preparation for internship upon beginning graduate school, F(2, 660) ϭ 7.33, p Ͻ .003, such that students who had not yet applied for internship (M ϭ 2.91) rated the programs higher than students currently applying to internship (M ϭ 2.49).
Student subgroups also differed on discussing the application process in detail the fall the student applied, where the current applicants (M ϭ 3.38) and current interns (M ϭ 3.74, i.e., those with first-hand experience of the application process) rated the programs higher than application-naïve younger students (M ϭ 2.85), F(2, 478) ϭ 18.33, p Ͻ .003. Similarly, current interns (M ϭ 3.69) rated the program higher than early graduate students (M ϭ 2.92) regarding discussions on how to obtain letters of recommendation (with current applicants falling in-between, M ϭ 3.28), F(2, 577) ϭ 20.48, p Ͻ .003.
There were a few general aspect items where those currently applying for internship rated the program similarly to the preapplication students, and these two groups significantly differed from the current interns. Specifically, when rating how well the program discusses the Match process, current interns (M ϭ 3.76) rated the graduate programs higher than both students who had not yet applied (M ϭ 3.31) and current applicants (M ϭ 3.33), F(2, 624) ϭ 7.14, p Ͻ .003. Similarly, when rating how well the program informs students about internship resources, current interns (M ϭ 3.44) rated the graduate programs higher than both the preapplication (M ϭ 2.79) and current applicant groups (M ϭ 2.94), F(2, 612) ϭ 12.00, p Ͻ .003.
Regarding specific aspects of the process, current/previous interns rated programs significantly higher than did preapplication students on three items: (1) Student subgroups also significantly differed regarding discussing the Clearinghouse, F(2, 565) ϭ 8.35, p Ͻ .003, such that both current/previous interns (M ϭ 3.36) and preapplication students (M ϭ 3.24) rated programs more highly than did current applicants (M ϭ 2.84). When the six individuals who reported securing their internship through the Clearinghouse, were separately examined, two of these individuals reported that they disagreed with a statement that their respective programs did a good job of discussing the Clearinghouse, three of the individuals neither agreed nor disagreed with that statement, and one agreed with that statement. Of note, the mean rating for these individuals is 3.0, which is just slightly below that of the larger group of current/previous interns. Finally, groups differed on providing guidance and assistance in calculating practicum hours, F(2, 616) ϭ 7.24, p Ͻ .003, where preapplication students (M ϭ 3.46) rated programs higher than did current applicants (M ϭ 3.00).
Preparation for General Aspects Versus Specific Tasks Associated With the Internship Process
A 2 (general vs. specific) ϫ 3 (students who had not yet applied for internship vs. current applicants vs. current/past interns) mixed design ANOVA was conducted to assess students' ratings of their programs. The main effect of type of task was not significant, F(1, 382) ϭ 0.001, ns, suggesting no differences in ratings of specific or general aspects of the internship application process. In addition, the interaction between type of task and students' status was not statistically significant, F(2, 382) ϭ 1.00, ns. However, there was a main effect of student status, F(2, 382) ϭ 4.12, p ϭ .02, such that current/past interns rated programs higher (M ϭ 3.41) than both current applicants (M ϭ 3.08) and those who have not yet applied (M ϭ 3.11).
Student Perceptions of Importance of Application Components
In general, preinternship students (i.e., preapplication students and current applicants) and current/previous interns demonstrated agreement in terms of their perceptions of internship training directors' relative prioritization of various application components. Specifically, the two groups rated the importance of quality of letters (3rd of 7), quality of essays (4th of 7), status of dissertation (6th of 7), and teaching (7th of 7) similarly. In contrast, the largest between-groups discrepancy was related to the importance of the number of clinical hours. The preinternship students ranked clinical hours as the most important component whereas the current/previous interns ranked this as the 6th most important component. In addition, the preinternship students and current/previous interns were discrepant in their ratings of in-person interviews (1st of 7 vs. 2nd of 7) and research experience/CV (5th of 7 vs. 1st of 7).
Student Responses to Open-Ended Items: Faculty Behaviors That Influence Students' Anxiety During the Application Process
Only current interns and students applying to internship were asked the two open-ended questions about stress associated with the internship application process. First, students were asked to identify faculty behaviors that increase anxiety surrounding internship application and Match issues. A total of 159 students responded to this question, and there was considerable heterogeneity in their responses (Table 2 ). Many students indicated that neglectful behaviors on the part of the faculty increased anxiety (27.67%). Respondents specifically mentioned not offering any/enough help or support, providing limited feedback on application materials, not conducting mock interviews, and asking students to write their own letters of recommendation. Students also reported that slow responses from faculty were an anxiety-provoking issue (14.47%). Specifically, students reported that some faculty were late completing letters of recommendation or the APPIC Application for Psychology Internship (AAPI), had slow turnaround time on feedback, and were generally late in providing information about the internship process. In contrast to this neglectful behavior, other students described faculty overinvolvement (10.06%), including frequently checking in, asking about interviews, pushing students to apply to more sites than they had planned in an effort to improve their chances of matching, being overly perfectionistic, and providing too much information or starting to discuss the process too early.
Additional faculty behaviors that increase student anxiety include lack of empathy or emotional support, such as invalidating anxiety, or dismissing concerns (10.06%). Providing limited information prior to the start of the application process or being generally uninformed and unable to answer questions (12.58%) as well as frequently discussing the Match rate, either the national rate or the program-specific rate (11.32%), were also mentioned as anxiety-provoking behaviors. Furthermore, the faculty's own apparent anxiety influenced some students (3.14%). Finally, some students reported anxiety related to certain faculty's tendency to be overcritical as characterized by expressing doubt about the applicant, providing no positive feedback, pointing out issues without giving advice, or making explicit comparisons between the applicant and other students (11.32%).
When asked what faculty can do to ease students' worry, 176 students responded with suggestions (Table 2) . Overall, the scope of the responses suggested that behaviors that reduce student anxiety involve validation, greater attention to and knowledge about the process, and dissemination of internship-related information early during the graduate school career. The most common response involved a plea for faculty to be more attentive during the application process (48.86%). Specifically, students would like faculty to offer to conduct mock interviews, provide feedback on essays, and generally be available to discuss issues and/or answer questions. Emotional support and encouragement were requested by 11.73% of the respondents, and more timely responses to recommendation letter requests were suggested by 7.82%. Students also reported a desire for faculty to facilitate the acquisition of knowledge about the process through formal training workshops, availability of data from past internship applicants, and discussion of clearinghouse procedures and alternate options in the event that an application does not match (34.64%). Indeed, many suggested beginning such training very early on in the graduate program (13.97%).
Discussion
The present study examined the viewpoints of clinical psychology doctoral students enrolled in CUDCP member programs regarding their preparedness for the internship application and interview process. Another goal was to assess for possible differences in perception among CUDCP program students who were currently on internship, those who were currently in the application phase, and those who have not yet applied. To our knowledge, the present study is the first to describe graduate students' viewpoints regarding internship preparation based on level of training.
Students generally reported that their graduate programs were performing at an adequate level in regards to preparing students for the internship interview and application process. Notably, there were three areas where students were not satisfied with their preparation: (1) discussing preparation for internship immediately upon beginning graduate school, (2) informing students about internship resources (e.g., APAGS Workbook), and (3) discussing essay writing strategies. These results highlight specific areas in which graduate programs can devote more attention in an effort to improve the quality of student applications, decrease student anxiety related to the process, and increase students' likelihood of successfully matching.
In contrast to the findings of Madson, Aten, and Leach (2007) , we did not observe an effect of type of task (i.e., general vs. specific). Notably, our sample differed from that surveyed by Madson, Aten, and Leach in at least three ways: (1) our sample was substantially larger (674 vs. 201 students); (2) our sample included only students enrolled in CUDCP member programs rather than students from a variety of types of programs; and (3) our sample included three subgroups of students including those who had not yet applied rather than only current applicants and current/previous interns.
In general, current/past interns rated their programs more highly than both current applicants and those who have not yet applied. Specifically, current interns rated their programs more favorably in terms of discussing the Match process and informing students about internship resources. These results may reflect the preapplication students' lack of personal experience with the application process or current applicants' anxiety given the timing of the survey, which was given during the stressful time period between application submission and the scheduling of interviews. This finding may reflect that preparation for internship provided by graduate programs is indeed good and the students who have not yet had experience with the application process may not appreciate this to the degree of the other student groups given that they have not been through the process themselves. Another possible interpretation is that our results reflect a bias created by the current/ previous intern group consisting solely of individuals who successfully secured an internship placement and, therefore, may have had a more positive experience during the application process relative to the overall student population, which includes those who did not match. Regardless, these results lend further support to the notion that programs are not preparing their students with internship information and resources early enough during their graduate careers. Students in the current study rated how they believed training directors prioritized seven different application components including number of clinical hours. In general, current/previous interns and students who had not been on internship demonstrated agreement, however, there was between-groups discrepancies related to the importance of the number of clinical hours (rated 6th by current/previous interns vs. 1st of 7 for preinterns), in-person interviews (1st of 7 vs. 2nd of 7) and research experience/CV (5th of 7 vs. 1st of 7). Previous research has demonstrated that the three most important factors for selection of interns by internship directors are clinical experience, the interview, and letters of recommendation (see Stedman, 1997; Stedman, 2007) . Several published reports make the distinction that clinical experience is important, however, internship training directors prioritize quality of hours over quantity of hours (e.g., Ko & Rodolfa, 2005) . In fact, the APPIC website contains the following information related to reported number of practicum hours: "APPIC advises applicants to interpret these numbers cautiously. Applicants should NOT assume that the number of practicum hours . . . are necessary to successfully obtain an internship, as many Training Directors have told us that they consider these numbers of be one of the less important aspects of an application" (APPIC, 2009). Despite this, many students continue to believe that the number of hours is the single most important aspect of their application. Future studies should examine whether there is empirical support for whether number of clinical hours (and other individual application components) do indeed facilitate matching.
In response to the open-ended items, current interns and those currently in the application process provided a variety of faculty behaviors that they believe will reduce their anxiety. Such behaviors include being more attentive during the application process, providing more knowledge about the process, starting education about internship earlier, providing empathy/emotional support, and completing recommendation letters/other materials more promptly. The student responses include recommendations for faculty training internship applicants and provide further support for the need of graduate programs to introduce internship-related information and resources earlier during the graduate career. However, it should be considered that no amount of preparation will overcome the internship Match imbalance problem. Additional and higher quality preparation will simply give those students who receive such training an advantage over those who do not.
The findings discussed within this manuscript lend support for the importance of the Stairway Model of competency (Collins et al., 2007) . The opportunities that a graduate student is given throughout their training are vital for the development of skills required for successful placement and development in an internship program. However, the implications from the current study are that students are not being supplied with relevant information about internship early enough in their training. Given this, students may be focusing on components of the application that are not as beneficial (e.g., number of clinical hours) to the detriment of others (e.g., variety of clinical experiences, development of interview skills) and, therefore, not developing the competencies necessary to secure an internship placement. Notably, the number of clinical hours is also one of the only components students themselves can control. Students do not know what recommenders say about them or how the quality of their graduate school experience compares with the quality of other applicants, however, they do know and can control the number of clinical hours they accumulate.
Important limitations need to be considered when interpreting or generalizing findings from the present study. First, only students enrolled in CUDCP member program were included. The experiences, viewpoints, and likelihood of participating and being successfully matched to an internship of these CUDCP students may differ from those students in other types of clinical psychology graduate programs, such as professional schools, as well as other types of psychology graduate programs including counseling psychology and school psychology. Therefore, the present findings may not be generalizable to non-CUDCP program graduate students. Future studies including students from professional schools may yield interesting findings and allow for a more complete analysis of the Match imbalance. Second, the current study involved cross-sectional, self-report data collected via an online survey. Third, not all of the CUDCP programs were represented in the sample and there was a general low response for those students who were currently on internship. Future research may look to gather faculty ratings in order to compare against student perceptions. In addition, longitudinal studies may be useful in examining intraindividual differences in perceptions before a student applies for internship, during the application process, and after that individual has been successfully matched to an internship program.
